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REMARKS 

Claims 9-16 and 18-27 are pending. By this Amendment, claims 18-27 are added and 
claims 1-8 and 17 are canceled. Claims 9-16 have been withdrawn from further consideration. 
Support for the new claims can be found, for example, in the original claims. No new matter is 
added. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and following remarks, reconsideration and 
allowance are respectfully requested. 

I. Rejection Under 35 U.S,C. SI 12 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-8 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicants regard as the invention. By this Amendment, claims 1-8 and 17 are 
canceled. Thus, the rejection is moot as to those claims. However, as to the new claims, 
some of which recite subject matter similar to the rejected claims. Applicants respectfully 
traverse the rejection. 

Specifically, the Office Action asserts that the term "high-polymer" is a relative term 
that renders the claims indefinite. By this Amendment, the term "high-polymer" is not 
included in any of the new claims. Further, the Office Action asserts that the term "high- 
molecular" in claims 5 and 6 is a relative term which renders the claims indefinite. However, 
by this Amendment, the term "high-molecular" is not included in any of the new claims. For 
at least the reasons stated above, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are 
respectfully requested. 

II. Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S102 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 2, 5, 6 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,820,779 to Shouji et al. ("Shouji"). By this Amendment, claims 1, 2, 5, 6 
and 17 are canceled. Thus, the rejection is moot as to those claims. However, as to the new 
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claims, some of which recite subject matter similar to the rejected claims. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. 

The Office Action asserts that Shouji discloses a polymer optical low-pass filter made 
out of polymer material achieving optical anisotropy relative to an optic axis thereof, as well 
as a polymer optical low-pass filter made out of laminated sheets of a polymer material 
achieving optical anisotropy. However, by this Amendment, claim 18 recites, inter alia, "a 
step of diagonally cutting out of a polymer material achieving optical anisotropy relative to an 
optic axis of the polymer material." Further, by this Amendment, claim 19 recites, inter alia, 
"a step of forming a laminated product by laminating a plurality of sheets of a polymer 
material achieving optical anisotropy so as to align the optical axes thereof; and a step of 
cutting the laminated product diagonally relative to the optic axis," Nowhere does Shouji 
disclose the steps recited in new claims 18 and 19. 

Specifically, Shouji does not disclose a step of diagonally cutting out of a polymer 
material achieving optical anisotropy relative to an optic axis of the polymer material as is 
recited in claims 18 and 19. Also, although Shouji discloses that an optical low-pass filter 
may be laminated on a surface of another component, Shouji does not disclose forming a 
laminated product by laminating a plurality of sheets of a polymer material achieving optical 
anisotropy so as to align the optical axes thereof, as is recited in claim 19. See Shouji col. 7, 
lines 59-62, col. 8, lines 22-30, and coL 11, line 60 - col. 12, line 13. Thus, Shouji fails to 
teach each and every feature of new claims 18 and 19. 

For at least the reasons stated above, Shouji does not anticipate claims 18 and 19. 
Claims 20-27 variously depend from claims 18 and 19 and, thus, also are not anticipated by 
Shouji. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully 
requested. 
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III. Rejections Under 35 V.S.C. S103 
A. Shonii and Mazaki 

The Office Action rejects claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Shouji in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 5,578,243 to Mazaki et al. ("Mazaki"). By this Amendment, claims 3 and 4 
are canceled. Thus, the rejection is moot as to those claims. As to the new claims, some of 
which recite subject matter similar to canceled claims 3 and 4, Applicants respectfully traverse 
the rejection. 

For at least the reasons stated above, Shouji fails to disclose each and every feature of 
new claims 18 and 19. Further, Shouji provides no reason or rationale for one of ordinary skill 
in the art to have modified the disclosure of Shouji to include a step of diagonally cutting out of 
a polymer material achieving optical anisotropy relative to an optic axis of the polymer material, 
or a step of forming a laminated product by laminating a plurality of sheets of a polymer 
material achieving optical anisotropy so as to align the optical axes thereof Thus, Shouji fails 
to teach or suggest each and every feature of new claims 18 and 19. Further, the Office Action 
merely applies Mazaki to disclose that polymer films for optical filters can be obtained by 
stretching or "drawing" a polymer film, such as a polycarbonate film. Thus, Mazaki is not 
applied to address the discrepancies of Shouji as to claims 18 and 19. Therefore, Shouji and 
Mazaki, individually or in combination, fail to teach or suggest each and every feature of new 
claims 18 and 19. 

Shouji and Mazaki, individually or in combination, would not have rendered obvious 
claims 18 and 19. Claims 20-27 variously depend fi-om claims 18 and 19 and, thus, also would 
not have been rendered obvious by Shouji and Mazaki, individually or in combination. 
Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfiilly requested. 
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B. Shouii and Osawa 

The Office Action rejects claims 7 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Shouji in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,327,085 to Osawa et al. ("Osawa"). By this Amendment, claims 7 and 8 
are canceled. Thus, the rejection is moot as to those claims. However, as to the new claims, 
some of which recite subject matter similar to canceled claims 7 and 8, Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. 

For at least the reasons stated above, Shouji does not teach or suggest each and every 
feature of new claims 18 and 19. Further, the Office Action merely applies Osawa to disclose 
an optical filter including conductive coatings applied to the fi'ont and back sides of the 
optical filter. Thus, Osawa is not applied to address the discrepancies of Shouji as to claims 
18 and 19. Therefore, Shouji and Osawa, individually or in combination, fail to teach or 
suggest each and every feature of new claims 18 and 19. 

Claims 18 and 19 would not have been rendered obvious by Shouji and Osawa, 
individually or in combination. Claims 20-27 variously depend fi-om claims 18 and 19 and, 
thus, also would not have been rendered obvious by Shouji and Osawa, individually or in 
combination. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully 
requested. 
IV. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that this application is in 
condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance of the application 
are earnestly solicited. 
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Should the Examiner believe that anything further would be desirable in order to place 
this application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number set forth below. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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